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Representative Public Comments - Winter Use Plans Final Supplemental EIS

Pro-snowmobile Individuals

Winter Use Draft SEIS Comments

Grand Teton and Yellowstone National Parks
0. Box 352

Moaose, Wyoming 83002

Dear Superintendent:

| support Alternative 2 that was developed by the Cooperating Agencies, because it
would allow snowancbile access to Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and to
the lohn 13 Rockefeller §r. Memorial Parkway on an individual/persoral basis, Individual
travel by snowmobile provides the best way to experience the magnificent natusal
features of the Parks in the winter ard I do not support any proposal for snowmobiler's
access to be only "with guides".

1 urge you to eliminate the high use, peak days, which have led to overcrowding on
holiday periods. Dailv caps and/or a reservation svstem should be used to spread use out
over 3 mid-December 10 mid-March winter season,

[ support allowing the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set the emissions
standards for snowmcebiles within the Park. Since EPA is the expert, they should be the
agency that establishes the standard rather than the National Park Service. 1 support a
reasonable level at which te regulate the sound of snowmebiles in nationa! parks. Seund
repulations should be established through an appropriate process using Society of
Automobile Engineers {SAE) test protocols,

1 beligve the speed limit from West Yellowstone 1o Old Faithful should be maintained at
35 mph to increase safety on this heavily traveled route. T support the strict enforcement
of speed limits, regulations that prohibit off-road travel and restnictions on npn-motorized
uses in wildlife winter ranges and fragile therma!l areas.

1 alse encourage you to use pannerships with the surrounding communities, counties and
states 10 expand educational opportunities that inform winter visitors regarding Park
rules, user ethics, visitor safety and appreciation of the Park rescurces.
Sincerely,
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COMMENTS ON

Winter Use Plass
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
For Yellowstone and
Grand Teten National Parks
And Jehn D. Rockefeller Jr. Memorial Parkway

RECOMMENDATION:

Having studied in detail the DEIS, TEIS, DSEIS, and suppoerting documentation, much of
which the NPS supplied me 2t my request, 1 recommend a selution (allernative) thal falls
between DSEIS Alieratives 2 and 3, as follows:

1. Allow snowmobiles that at minimum meet the emissions standards proposed in
Alternative 3. The snowmobile industey is moving that way; by imposing such
standuards for the parks, the NPS will be "encouraging” them (o move even faster.

2 initially limit the number of such snowmobiles entering each entrance as proposed
in Altemative 2. Then over lime, 1f necessary, adjust those fimits through adaptive
management techniques. Let experience with the new technology snowmobiles
play a major role in determining the parks’ carrying capaciiics.

3. Do not require guides to accompany snowmabiles in the parks. They would
accomplish nolhing significant that can’t be done through education and law
enforcement.

4. o the extent that a markei exists {or it, encourage development of a snowcoach
based. city bus siyle feet on where you want, get off where you want), winter mass
transit system for the parks that competes with snowmobiles in both convenience
and user cost,

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE DSEIS:

Vehicle Engine Emisstons

1 think the DSEIS makes 1 good case for banning all vehicles using the enginc
technologies carrenily employed in most snowmebiles. T would however suggest that 2
cycle engines as a class not be banned. There would be no rcason to ban ihose that meet

the Alternative 3 emissions standards, just as there would be no reason to allow in 4 cycke
enyines that don’t.
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Natural Seundscapes - Noise Level Modeling

The modeling of noise levels associated with each of the DSEIS Alternatives was
interesting, bul sericusly flawed. Flawed in the sense that they do not provide a real world
comparison of the four Alternatives. There are several problems:

The models for Alternatives 1A and 1B are based on actual expected daily visitation
volumes as described for preferrcd FEIS Alternaiive G. Traffic velumes for Alternatives
2 ard 3 represent the maximum number of snowmobiles allowed through each Entrance,
not average daily volumes thal would reasonably be expected. As a result, the model
shows for Alternatives 2 and 3 even more noise than the carrent situation, FEIS
Alternative A. Not 2 reasonable outcome, when using quieier snowmobiles with entry
limits, unless the model’s parameters do not reflect reality.

The model, as described in the March 2001 and January 2002 HMMH Reports makes
scveral olher invalid parameter assumptions besides overail vehicle velumes. For
example, vehicles allocated to each road segment are assumed to be randomly distributed
along it. This is not valid for several reasons.

First, it is known that snowmobiles tend to travel in groups (see Audibifity of Single
Events, DSEIS page 227). The grouping of vehicles impacts noise levets, since two
machines in a group arc less than twice as noisy as one; and grouping increases the time
interval between the noise generators passing any given point, The model does not lake
this mto account.

Second, the modet ignores the fact that traffic volumes vary during the day. For cxample,
on DSEIS page 178 under Traffic Characreristics, is found about the West Entrance.
*,,.approximately 33.5% of the snowmobiles entered the park during the peak hour [9 to
LG am)”. This is another form of grouping that reduces cumulative noise impacts both
during the pcak and off peuk hours.

As anyone who has spent much time at all around the Upper Geyser Basin knows, another
form of grouping occurs there (Sven in the summer). As eruption time for Old Faithful
nears, traffic volumes decrease, and then rapidly increase for a short while after the
eruption. This post eruption traffic increase even has a name, the Old Faithful Flood.
While this raffic velumc variation could have been approximated in the model with a 90
ntinute cycle, i was not.

Finally, the model assumes snowmobiles at all times are traveling ai their speed limut, the
speed at which they make the most noise. This is not at all realistic. First of all, it"s well
known that on narrow roads traffic tends to group behind the slowest vehicles. The model
does not account for this. I, as the model assumes, snowcoaches travel at 30 mph, how
can snowmobilcs maintain 35 or 40mph?

Page 2 of &
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The modei also does not take into consideration the impact on average speed of
Yellowstone's famous bison jams and other disiractions, that ofien bring traffic to a
complete halt. To cstimate vehicle caused noise levels, the model should have used the
average speed acluaily attained on the various road segments.

Alternative 1B

On page 44 of the DSEIS under Actions Specific to Yellowstone, Grand Teton and the
Parkway is found the following:

> Beginning in 2004-2005, limit showcoach visitation to 93,500 (ninc ycar average
= annual oversnow motorized passengers} uniil capacity is set through adaptive
= managemerl.

That 93,500 figure on snowcoach passenger limits {or any other mention of limiting
access via snowcoach} | can find no where ¢lse in the document. Is that actually a part of
Alternative 1B, or is it an artifact from a prior draft?

Alternative 3

At the bottom of page 55 of the DSEIS under Tuble & fnterim Use Limits Proposed Under
Alternative 3 is found the following note:

> 10 See DSEIS Appendix . letter of Nov 8, 2001. Levels are set to accommodate

= current average daily use except for West Yellowstone, Montana where use is lower
> 1o provide a starting point to mitigate multiple resource impacts from West

> Yellowstone to Old Faithful resulting from present levels of use. Data indicates

> that use over about 300 snowmobiles causes deterioration of the snow surface on

> some days.

The letter of Nov 8 2001 has nothing to do with interim use limits or stow surface
deterioration. Semething needs Lo be correcied there,

Ci DSEIS page 56 is found the following:

= Recrealional snowmobile aceess allowed in the parks and the Packway only when

> accompanied by an NPS permitted guide. Guided groups may contain from 3 to 11
= snowmobiles including ihe guide.

Taken literally, that implies avisitor {who could afford it} could not hire a guide for an

individualized wip through the park. Why is the minimum limit three? Why not two, one
guide and one visitor? Why not one, both guide and visitor on the same snowmobile?
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Wildlife Impacts

My comment here is fairly simplc. In neither the FEIS nor the DSEIS arc any significant
negative impacls to the parks’ wildlife documented. The wolves are doing fine; the bears
are asleep; the bison and elk herds arc increasing or stable, and the swans are more
bothered by visitors on foot than by visliors on oversnow vehicles. Oversnow vehicles in
the winter seem 1o cause the wildlife no more sicess than wheeled vehicles in the summer.
And in the winter, wheeled vehicles kill far more critters than oversnow vehicles, All that
is documented in the FEIS and DSEIS. What isn’t documented is justification for a
snowmobiles based on wildlife impacts.

Unfortunately, the DSEIS ther attempts 1o keep the wildlifc impact ban justification alive
with statements like the followng on page 217 under the heading The Effects of
Implementing Alternative 2 on Wildlife:

> Although winter recreation within the park has not clearly demonstrated any
> long term adverse consequences o populations, park policies, regulations,
>and Executive Orders clcarly state that disturbance to wildiife, regardiess of
= population-level cffects, is unaccepiable in the national parks.

If that’s true, why doesn’t the DSEIS include actions relative to wheeled vehicles similar
10 those propesed for snowmobiles ¢a ban). The negative impacts on wildlife of wheeled
vehicles are well documented in both the FEIS and DSEILS; they arc greater than those off
oversnow vehicles; and those negativs impacts by wheeled vehicles arc even greater in
the summer.

[t scems there’s double standard, one for wheeled vehicles, and one for snowmobiles.
Winter Visitor Use

The modes of transportation used by Yellowstone's winter visitors are outlined on DSEIS
page 131 as fellows:

= Winter activily a1 YNP is comaposcd primanly of visilors on
> snowmabiles(62%), automobiles and bus passengers (20%),
= snowcoach passengers (9%}, and cross-country skiers (1%).

These numbers, however, do not show the segregation of those transportation modes.
There is almost no oversnow teaffic through the North Entrance (9% of the enirance’s
total), and no wheeled vehicie traffic through the Wess, East, and South Entrances; the
cntrances used by nearly all of the park's oversnow Iraffic. As a result, there is 2lmost no
overlap between wheeled and oversnow vehicle traffic.

Page 4 of ¢
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It is possible to view Yellowstone in the winter as baving two distinet parts: the northemn
part, and the interior part. The northcm part is accessed almost exclusively by wheeled
vehicles, and the interier part exclusively by oversnow vehicles. Thus, the issues with
which the FEIS and DSEIS deal are primarily ones associated with visits to the park's
interior.

This is an important distinctivn; one that conflicts with how the FEIS and DSEIS choose
to view the data relating to winier visitor use. For cxamplc, on DSEIS page 257:

= The removat of snowmebilc access into the park would eliminate
> the current most popular form of winter experience (more than 60%
= of users) resolting in major adverse cffects on snowmobiie users.

This statcment docs not reflect the true impact of such a change. North park visitors
would be virtually unimpacled, while 90% of vigitors to the park's interior would be
impacted (sec DSFEIS page 133). Thus there would be "major adverse effects on” 90%
park intericr visitors.

Visitor Experience

As [ see it, the crtical difference between the DSEIS alternatives is transportation mods.
On page xi of the DSEIS Summary is found:

= The chicf difference among the alternatives is the mode
= of access and the allowable limits by entrance. These
= differences relate more 1o visitor experience than access.

And on DSEIS page 252:

> The mode of access is a function of visitor preference for
> g cerlain type of travel expericnec, unrclated to the
> intrinsic values of the parks.

bmplied in these statements is the primary reason 90% of all curnrent visitors to
Yellowstone's interior prefer the snowmobile as their mode of transportation, and why
DSELS alternatives 1a, 1b, and 3 will be unsatisfactory from thosc visitors’ point of view.
The problem with snowcoach access or guided snowmebile access is that these are guided
(ours without the visitor having the ability to control the emphasis or timing of the
experience.
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Contrel is in the hands of the guide or snowcoach operalor, & winter visit lo
Yellowstone's intcrior is an cxpensive adventure. | contend the most potential visitors
from this country would find the time spent on tour activities not of interest to them to be
a waste of both their time and money. We as a people just don't like to be herded around
in groups under the control of others.

The tour mode problem is acknowledged in the DSEIS. For exampie, oin page 255 under
Oppertunitics o View Wildlife:

> However, because visitors riding on snowcoaches travet in
> proups, wildiife viewing would rarely be a solitary or an

> individuzlized expericnee and visitors would not expenence
> the personal freedom 1o stop and view wildlifs at will. (1)

where {10) {at the bottom of the page} notes:

> Jris important 1o note that imprompiu stops by snowcoaches
> to view sconcry and wikllife are frequent occurrences under
> gurrent operations and there is no reason to assumc that

> this situation would change.

Here the DSEIS documents both the loss of freedom to “stop and view at will” implied by
tour mode snowcoach use, and the probability of unscheduled stops for reasons not of
interest 1o the visitor,

Under "Opportunities to View Scenery” (DSEIS page 255) 1s found a similar
acknowledgement to that for wildiife viewing:

> Visitors who find the persenal reedom to stop and view scepery,
> gt will, essential to their park experience would be adversely
> affected by this [snowcoach only] alternative.

Under "Quict and Solitude" (DSELS page 257} is found another such acknowiedgement:

> Because of the mass fransit requiremenis, options for selitude
> would be limited for visitors who cannot physically ski or hike.

Stmilar problems exist with Allernative 3, guided snowmaebiles; only the vchicke changes.
The snoweoach and guided snowmaobile alternatives would improve some aspects of
visitor experience, but only for those visitors wiiling 1o part of a tour group. The fact that

currently park interior visitors prefer snowmobiles to snowcoaches 9 to 1 signals how
unpopular tour mode visus arc,

Page 6§ of &
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That this is true generally in Yellowsione can be seen in the unpopularity of group tours
during the suramer {excluding these from other countries). By far the most common
comment | hear from first time summer park visitors who have participated in such tours
is, "1 won't do thai again.” The same is true of the few first time winter visitors I've
worked with who tried snowcoaches.

Public Safety

I mentioned above, under Winter Visitor Use, that while snowmobiles are used by 62% of
all winter park visitors, they arc used by 90% of park interior visitors, A second cxample
of how the 62% value can present a misleading picture of current park conditions is found
on DSEIS page 103:

> YNP compiled a draft report on CIRs involving winter

» recreationists in YNP and outside the park tor wiuch

> park rangers' assistance was requested for the period

= December 1995 to March 2001 {Wondrak 1998, rev. 19949,
= 2060, and 2001). The report covered CIRs that related

= 1 winter recreationists participating in snowmobiling,

= snowcoach riding. skiing, and hiking. Other winter

» recreational activities such as snowboarding, sledding,

> ice skating, and snowshoeing are conducted in YNP during
> the winter, but there were no CIRs associated with these

> activitics in the seasons covered by the report. During
~the Fve [six] winler scasons (1993-2001), about 384 {50%)
= of the CIRs involved snowmobiles (snowmobiles account for
= (2% of overall winter use).

{See aiso FEIS page 127).

The key point that [ think the authors of the DSEIS und FEIS were trying to make is that
90% of CIRs invoived snowmeobilers, who comprise Just 62% of winter visitors. The
problem is, as the above makes clear, enly CIRs for oversnow activities were included
{nonc for wheeled vehicle related activities); and snowmobiles account for 90% of ail
oversnow transportation. Just what onc would cxpect if CIRs were transpertation mode
neutral.
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Another problem with the presentation of CIR data under the Public Safely heading is
what the majority of CTRs are for. Of the 384 sssociated with snowmobiles. 222 were
visitor assisis {gasoline sales, snowmeobile repairs, giving directions, etc) and 51 were
agency assists (ranger assistance e agencies outside the park). That's 273 CIRs that huve
litlle or nothing to do with the safety of park visitors. That leaves a total of 111 CIRs in
six years that might involve a public safety issuc, Assuming 82 days per winter season,
that's about one CIR every four days. I submit thai that hardly reflects a significant public
safety problem. [t daes seem (0 be an aticinpi to cstablish "guilt by big numbers”.

Next mentioned in the DSEIS {Table 17, page 105) are Emergency Medical Service
Reports. This shows that 2% were snowmeohile related, the same as the percentage of
snowmoehile use park wide. However, as with the CIRs, no EMS reports for wheeled
vehicles are included.

DSEIS page 105 also covers winter motor vehicle accidents for Yellowstone. It shows
that for the 1995-2001 sample period, 65% involved snowmebiies, while 33% involved
wheeled vehicles and snowcoaches; almost exactly the percentages by vehicle type park
wide. But then the authors throw i

> In FY 1998, snowmobilers comprised just 2% of the year's
> (otal visitors, but were involved in 9% of that year's MV As.

Now what was the purpose of that Jast statistic if not another attcmpt at guilt by large
numbers? I apparenily does not reflect the nowm

What the authers failed 1o consider {or at least include in either the FEIS or DSEIS) was
that MV A rates also depend on the average number of miles traveled by the vehicles in
cach class. These figures are not provided. Without them, a meaningful comparison of
MV A rates between vehicle classes is difficult at best,

This same problem exists with the Citations statistics presented in the DSEIS starting on
page 167; where it is noted that in the six seasons from 1993 through 2001 a total of 1581
citations were issued of which 88%; were to snowmaobiles. Again, vehicle miles per
vehicle class data is not provided, making comparisons between the classes questionable.

However, some understanding of the seriousness to the problem relating to citations can
be gained from the dala provided. Assuming an 82 day season, a little over 3.2 citations 2
day were issued 1o all vehicle classes, 88% or 2.8 4 day to snowniobiles. Table 76 on
DSEIS page 211 and Table 8 on FEIS page 59 indicatz that an average of 797
snowmobiles enter the park each winter day (554 West Entrance, 31 North Entrance, 36
East Entrance, and t76 South Entrance).
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That means in past years on the average less than four tenths of one percent of
snowmobiles entering Yellowstone received citations; less than 3 a day. Not very
significant sourding figures. {Innocence by small numbers perhaps).

{f my informatien is correct, both those numbers will be larger for the 2001-2002 season;
the resull of increascd traffic monitoning of the groomed roads by the NES. A good idea T
hope the NPS continues in luture vears, and which | hope they cxiend to the plowed
roads. including LIS 191.

End of Comments By

Robert L. Berger

13910 Manor Way
Lynnwood, WA 98037
sribiieskimo.com

425 742-6010
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“Sean Blacidacke™ To! <grie winler_use_seis@nps.gov>
<sgan-tlacklocke@sea [

r-blacklecke.com> Subject: Comment

05729/2002 09:54 PM

PST

Please respond lo
sean-blacklocke

Anached and below is my comment on The Winter Use Plans Final Environmenital Impact
Statement lor the Yellowstone and Grand Teron National Parks and the john D. Rockefeller, Jr.
Moemorial Parkway (FELS) and its March 29, 2002 supplementary docurment {SEIS} 1 request
documentation of your timely receipl.

May 29, 2002

Winter Use Draft SEIS Comments

Cirand Teton and Yellowstonc National Parks
PO Box 352

Moose, WY 83012

grle_winter_usc_seis@nps.gov

Dear Sirs and Madams:

t respectfully submit the following comments on The Winter Use Plans Final Environmental
Empact Statement for the Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and the John D.
Rockefeller, Ir. Memorial Parkway (IFEIS) and its March 29, 2002 supplementary document
{SEIS). [do so on behalf of supplicrs and consumers of snowmobiles and snowmobile services
in the Greater Yellowstone Arca (GYA). And | do so primanily in an effon encourage the
National Park Scrvice (NPS) o develop a new rule to implement new regulations regarding
snowmaobile use in the GYA. upon completion oliis STES

As an envitonmental consultant, [ have encountered a variefy of public natural resouree
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reallpcations associated with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA} Bnvironmental
Tmpact Statcment (EIS) process, To date, [ do nol believe T have witnessed an agency-proposcd
redistribution of entitlements thai so inordinately burdens a single group of stakeholders. The
snowmobhile ban proposed in the FEIS and SELS completely climinates the historic and acerued
use rights of the GY A snowmobile community winle extending new entitlements Lo cssentially
cvery other group of stakeholders.

As such, I ask that you consider and subscquently respond to remarks in the three proceeding
scctions of this comment betore rendering and publishing your Novenber 2002 decision.

i. Understanding of the Rationale for the Proposcd Snowmobile Ban
2, Critical Analyvsis of the Rationale for the Preposed Snowmeobile Ban

3. Suggestions for Supplemental Analyses
1. Understanding of the Rationale for the Proposed Snowmobile Ban

Prescnicd in defense of the proposed snowmaobile ban (Alternative G ol the FEIS and
Allernalives 1a and b of the SEIS) appear to be somewhart distinet legal and ceonomic
rationales, both of which obviously incorporatc a large body ef natural and secial scientific
lindings. For the sake of clarity. before [ offer 4 critical 2nalysis, [ review here my understanding
of the legal and cconomic rationales and the general rationale for banning the privaie use of
snowmeobiles in the three aflected park regions of the GY AL

Understanding of the Legal Rationale

The legal rationaic for the proposcd snowmobile ban. as presented in the FEIS and SEIS. appears
to have been distilled primariiy from language in the following statutes, executive orders,
regulalions, ayency policy guidance documents, and case law.

- Administrative Procedures Act

- National Environmental Pelicy Act

- Organic Act {as amended by the Redwood Act}

- General Authoritios Act

- Yellowstone National Park Act

- Grand Teton National Bark Act

- John D). Rockefeller, Jr. Memorial Parkway Act

- Clean Air Act

- Endangered Species Act

- Executive Order 11644 Use of Off-Road Vehicles on the Public Lands

- Executive Order 11989 ammnendments to Executive Order 11644

-36CFR|-2

- 40 CFR 1500-1308

- National Park Scrvice Managemeni Pelicics 2001

- State of Montana regulations for NAAQS pallutant standards and authorizing statutes

- Fund for Animals et al. v. NPS

- International Snowmobile Manufacturers” Association et al. v. Sccrctary of the Interior et al.

This hody of lTaw relates directly or sndirectly io the NPS management of “park resources and
values™ and the “impairment™ of park uscr benefits such as air quality/visibility, soundscapes,
wildlife abundance. water resourees, visitor safety, and overall visitor experience.

Specifically, the legal rationale lor the proposed han on snowmobile use in GY A appears o rest
heavily on 1) NPS’s interpretation of Hs duly (o prevent the impairment of ait quality and
visibility in the three park regions, and 2) NPS's refurence 1o modeled ambient air guality
numeric standards violations due to emissions of CO and FIC on peak snowmabile use duys
under eritical aimospheric conditions and where worst-case emission reduction technologies are
agsumed.

Supporting the air-quality element ef the legal rationale to ban snowmobiles are other more
subjective references to impairment to purk resources. These include bison impairmenis due
harassment and coliision, vmreasonable soundscape impairments due to snowmobile noise, and
visitor salety irapairments resulting lrom improper snowmohile aperation. These “impairments™
as legal rationales for banning snowmobiles seem to be presenied with a lesser conviction by the
NPS, as none are actualiy supported by any universally accepted or legally mandated numgric
standards.

1n summary, in support of its proposed snowmobile ban. the NPS ¢laims thal the feasibility of the
adoption of “clean and quiel™ standards for the manufacture and operation of snowmabiles is too
uncertain Lo assure prevention of “impairment” to “park resources and values”, particularly with
respeet 1o air quality resources,

As Glen Loomis, a West Yellowstone merchant has pointed out, “For this reason, many of the
conclusions are driven by jumping from a perceived problem to simply banning snownmabiles.
NEPA clearly requires consideration of mitigation of imipacts. This should be dene before
eslablishing specific limits or banning certain activities.”

Understanding of the Teconomic Ratienale

The seonamic rationale for the propased snowmohile han, as presentad in the FFIS and SEIS.
appears to be supported primarily with references to findings in a selected sct of surveys, models,
datascts, and studics. The following appear to be key ameng them.
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- “Winker 1998-1999 Visitor Survey Yellowstone National Park, Grand Teion National Park, and
the Greater Yeilowstonc Arca”

- "2000-200M Wyoming Snowmobile Survey™ (2001)

- IMPLAN inputicutput couniv-level cconomic impact model (1996)

- Data from NPS on winter visitor records

- Data lrom NPS. O5HA, and NIOSH on eniplovee heaith and safety

- *Winter Bison Monitoring” 20013

- “Technical Report on Noise: Winter Use Plan TEIS™ (2001)

- "Review ol Research related to the EIS for the Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr. Memorial Parkway™ (2000)

- Numerous studics primarily {ocused on identilying and characterizing adverse eifects of
snowmobile ese on environmental quality and visitor safeiy

This body of social and natural scicnce direetly ot indirectly providus an objective {oundation
whereby determinations of “park resource and value impairments™ might be made.

Specifically, the cconomic rationale for the proposed ban on snewmobile usc in GY A appears 1o
have been drawn from 1 foregene benefit estimates assaciated with natural scientific findings of
negative impacts from snownicbile use, 2) limited data of stated preferences for winter uses. and
3} county-level models of cconomic impacts to the GY A

Park users for which benefits are torgons dug 1o snowmohiles use include those visitors that travel
by non-motorized means secking unaffected soundscapes, wildlifc cnthusiasts or rescarchers
valuing animals and animal communities devoud of anthropogenic influence, and individuals that
arc both rclatively scnsitive to air poliutants and that also visit park areas where snowmobiles
congregate. Such restored benefil cstimates do not appear to have yet heen compared with lost
henefits Lo snewmobile users in any analytical way that might producc a comparative benefit
estimate.

In terms of cost cstimates, county-level input‘output models were utilized to estimate job and
revenue losses associated with the snowmobile ban, The cconomic rationale rests heavily on the
NPS ¢slimate that in the 3-state and 5-county Yellowslone area, less than 1% annual job and
revenue loss will reseil from the ban,

The absence of data and analyses available to preduce reasonable monetized cost-benefil
estimates for alternatives compansen seemis somewhat obfuscated in the economic rationale by
NPS claims of legal prohibitions of alicrnatives allowing snowmobile use. NPS does not appear
lo make claims of “ceonomic elliciency” or “maximurn net benefit”. Rather, NPS peints to its
limitations in considering alternatives based on 1) interpreted legal constraints 1o proiect park
resources and 2) time restrictions in analvzing and incorporating new information,

Understanding ol the General Rationale

in general. NPS presents a rationale for the proposed snowmobile ban that makes no claims
about maximizing net benefits in the GY A, NPS essentially presents all of the information it

reviewed in proposing its snowmobiie ban alternative and identifics the
“environmentally-prelerved allemative”™, Alternative G from the FEIS and Alicrnative 1a from
the SEIS, Tt appears thal previous and current snowmobile ban proposals in the abscnce of
legally required cost and benefit data are defendad with ctaims of aliemative elimination by de
Sfacro legal mandate.

it is my understanding. however, that new data regarding the introduction of a newer flect of
“clean and guict” snowmabiles into the marketplace appears to have successlully challenged this
claim. And a full “cost-and-bene (it analysis™ supporting the NPS’s upcoming preferred
alternative will accompany its final mle in Nevember 2602,

2. Critical Analysis of the Rationale for the Proposed Snowmobile Ban

The general eriticism of the Ni'S’s proposed snowmobile ban offercd here is that this
redistribution of GY A winier use rights s imordinate and has neither a sound legal or ceonomic
foundation.

Critical Analysis of the Legal Rationaie

Cerlain key words, phrases, and concepts corumon throughout ihe body of the wiitten Law thal
govems GY A snowmahile use obviously required and will continuc to requirc thoughtful
interpretation by the NP8, This is especially truc given the NPS's apparent iegal authonty under
its adaptive management policy 10 reinterpret such words and phrases, subsequent 1o the NEPA
process, 4s new seientific nformation surfaces or old analyses arc refined.

Criticai to determining the federal government’s legal obligations and limitations are stll open
interpretations of such words and phrases as “park resources™, “park values™, “resource
impairments”, “unacceplable impacts”, “proscrve resources”, “proteet air yuality™, Tsustain
enjoyment”, “gxperience enjoyment”, “high-quality opportunities”, “visilor experience™,
‘unreasonably interfere”, “where necessary and tnappropriate”, “professional judgment™, ete.
These concepts are obviously highly subjective and dynamic and rarely referenced with

universally accepted numeric standards.

Yot plentiful in the public dialogue are claims of de fucta legal mandates to ban the private use of
snowmaobiles in GY A based on these subjective and dynamic concepts. For example, there have
been claims that certain predicted (not observed) state ambicnt air quality standards violalions
render (he snowmohbile ban the NPSs only fegal alternative.

In a letter and attached commients sent 10 Steven F. lobst of the NPS from Max H. Dodson of the
EPA dated April 23, 2002, the following statement is made. “DSEIS modeling indicates a
polential exceedance of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and Mentana
Ambient Air Quality Standards ¢ MAAQS) for aliematives Lb, 2, and 3 in the first
implementation year.” This information appears 10 be the quantitative cornerstone of the FEIS
legal rationale for privale snowmobile elimination in GYA. And it continucs to be promoted by
EPA as a rationale for elinunating the mterim snowinobile allowance.
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Although the public may not e certain, NPS should be certain that the federal government has
no tegal authorily here under the Clean Air Act ner does the State of Montana have the legal
suthority to impose emission [imits in excess of federal technology standards on vchicles m the
absence of demonstrated standards vislations. As documented ina March 15, 2002 letter from
Howard E. Taines of the Montana Departent of’ Environmental Guality to Bill Howell of West
Yellowstone, Montana. ~.. the Montana Department of Environmental Quality has not monitored
any exceedances of National Ambient Alr Quality Standards (NAAQS) or the Montana Arnbient
Air Quality Standards (MAAQS) for carbon monexide since monitoring began in 19987

NPS reports that under the snowmebile-banning SEIS Aliernalive 1, there would be an eventual
one-quarter reduction in NAAGS pollutants, while only three-quarters of this i would ocour
under snowmehile-limriting SEIS Altiemative 2. Statement of this maiginal comparison is Jegally
irrclevant. SEES Alternative 2. and for that matter FEIS Alternative A {the original no-action
alternative), do not ceincide with federal or state smbient air quahty standards violations. Such
violations have ncver been observed

Clearly, there is no direct or mdircel abselule mandate 1o ban snowmobile usc in the three-park
aven in (he inlerim or in perpetuity.

This is evidenced in the facts that 1) snowmobile use in GY A increased for decades without
significant formal contest prior to the 1997 action tuken by Fund for Animals et al., 2) the 1997
action resulted in the call for the development of an Enviromnental Impact Statement E1S) rather
than an injuncticn, and 3} a Federal Court in Wyoming has ordered the NPS to recvaluate the EIS
and retssue the January 2001 Record of Decisien (ROD} duc (o emerging scientific ndings
regarding future snowmobile cmissions.

In this absence of a clear legal mandate (o either ban or limit, or Lot that matler expand
snowmobile use in GY A. the ongoing redistribution of user rights m the GY A should be highly
contingent on adequate lindings ol marginal cosis and benelits and their allocations. This is
consistent with the body of lederal law governing this issuc. To date, this has not been the case.

Critical Analysis ol the Econamic Rationale

The ceonomic rationale for the proposed snowmaobile ban, as presented in the FLIS and SEIS,
appears not Lo have yvet been reconeiled with emerging information found 1n more recent surveys,
models, datascts, and studics. The following appear io be key amony them,

- “American Voters Views on Snowmobiles in National Parks™

- Oversnow vehicle sound level measurements from the State of Wyoming

- New data on snewcoach emission factors from the State of Wyoming

- New data regarding fulure snowmobile emissions trom snowmohile manufacturers

ew data regarding luture showmobile cmissions from Southwest Rescarch Institute

- New data regarding foture snowmobile cmissions from the State of Montana

- New data regarding fuel consumption and emisstons comparisons between the Arctic Cat

4-stroke snowmobile and the Ford 20800 snowcoach from Clyde Secly

- New data showing graphically the excess demand lor snowmohbilc use resulling in propesed
daily snowmebile visitor caps from Clyde Seely

- New data on common snowceach and snowmabile sound levels at the South Gate commuonity
from Jackson Hole Scientitic Investigations

- New data on cconomic impacts from the State of Wyoming

- "An Expert Opinion on the Reasonubleness of the Coeperating Agencies’ Allernative #2 for
inclusion in the Winter Use SEIS™ (2001)

- “After-Market improvement of 2-stroke Snowmebiies™

- “Status and Potential of 2-siroke Teehnology in Montana™

- “Comparison of CO Emissions from Snowcoeaches, 1997 and 2041 Clean Snowmobile
Challenge New Technology and Applications™

- “The Electric Snowmobile Demonstration Project”

- “Ecenomic Jmportunce of the Winter Season to Park County™

in reviewing this new body of work. it is obvious that the natural and social scientific
information used in this EIS process to date has been inadequare for the purposcs of tormulating
and cvaluating competing altematives. Numerous threughout this process are examples of 1)
cantradictory and incomplele seientific conclusions. 2) omitted snowmaobile-use market
observations, and 3) inappropriate ecanamic oulput model applications.

Reeent snoweoach and late-model snowmobile neise and emisstons comparnison studies offer an
excellent example of contradictory scientific conclusions. NPS science predicts per-person
pallutant emissions from the emerging class of snowmobilcs 1o be in cxcess of emissions from
snowcoaches. Several recent findings have demeonstrated just the opposite.

In an exhibition this year at the third annual Clean Snowmebile Challenge, scientists {rom
Colorado State University demenstrated that a modestly priced adaptation 10 a conventional
snowmobile has the potential 1o reduce its CO emissions by over 90% and its HC emissions by
89%. According to the Wyoming Snowmobile Survey, more than half of snowmobile owners
and renters would be willing to pay a higher price to operate cleaner and quicter snowmobiles,
These two pieces of information together clearly demonstrate that NPS conclusions regarding
predicted future air guality in the GY A In the absence of & snowmobile ban are erroneous.

[n fact. data submitted to NPS by Clvde Seely i a letier dated April 19, 2002 on compurative
per-person poliutant emissions between 4-stroke snowmobiles and 2000 Ford van conversion
snowcoaches demonstrate that the proposed snowmohile ban and theorctic snowcoach
substitution would actually increase total emissions.

Consider this comparative data on the emmissions ol snowmobiles currently entering the
marketplace under market conditions and snowcoaches that by NPS's own admissien will enly
be utilized in GY A il significant public subsidies are provided. AlTordable new lour-siroke
snowmobiles have a demonstrated capability of HC emission reductions in the 70-95 percent
range and CO emission reductions in the 60-80 percent range. As demonstrated in the data
submitted to NPS by Clyde Seely, 2000 Ford van conversion snowcoaches are predicted to emit
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112.5% the pollutants of these market demanded snowmobiles on a per-persen basis.

These illustrations and the several others not mentioned here are symptomatic of the major
deficiency in this EIS process. Analysts have not made use of the most rehabie data availablc to
estimale park user benefits among allematives. The most recent seience and actual market
demand as observed through price are essential in providing the hest avaiiable estimates for
comparison of the GY A's potential winter-use benefits. Both remain largely absent in the SEIS.

The SEIS stales on page 148, “Altematives 2 and 3 are particularly complicated by not having
suevey data on winter visitor opinions and reactions specific to them.™ 1 offer that winicy visitor
opinions about how they value snowinobile and snowcoach opportunitics respectively might
better be estimated by simply ebserving the GY A winter use market that currently exists.

Analysts in this process scem almost to find stated preference data more desivable than observed
preference data. Should not every oppertumity 1o derive benefil estimates from actual demand be
exhausted belore resorting to estimates via shadow pricing? Not all winter uses in GY A are
non-market values. In fact, most are relatively easily observed market valucs. Will NPS make
use of actual market data that indicate relative winter-use preferences i any future cost-benefit
analysis?

Most unsetiling in the economic rationale presented by NPS in its proposal to ban snowmobiles
in the GY A is its finding that no proposed alicrmative will have a significant adverse impact on 4
substantial number of small business.

The best estimate 1 am aware of has 70 businesses in the four galoway communities wholly or
partially dependent on revenues trom spowmobilc use in GY A By NPS published estiniates,
almost 6% of snewmobile users claim they would visit the GYA less trequently if snewmobiles
are banned from GYA. NPS's own cstimale acknowledges over a $21 million doilar foss of
cutput that would be concentrated in small gateway communitics including and especially West
Yellowstone, Monlana.

The SEIS states. “'In the context of the total GY A cconemy, cxpendiiures by winter park visitors
{and the additional cconomic activily that spending indirectly generales or induces) is a small
partion of total GY A annuval economic output. The dircct. indirect, and induced expenditures
gencrated in the GY A by nonresidents visiting the parks i the winter months arc cstimated at
about 363,000,000, In the context of the $3.7 billion dollar annual output of the S-county
economy, this represents 1.1% of the total {Minnesota IMPLAN group, County-ievel daia
1996)". The SEIS gocs on lo characterize this economic impact as “insignificant™.

NPS’s most recent economic impact analysts document states “NPS does nol believe any of the
entitics will be disadvantaged relative to other eperators because, within the context ol the RFA,
almost all operators arc small regardicss of their size relative to one another, and the costs of this
regulation proportional o revenue are expected (o remain relatively constant across different size
firms.”

This 15 essentially equivalent 10 concluding that 1) because the economic impacts can be diluted
in an analysis by selective delineation of the area of consideration. and 2) because a ban on
snowmobiles will eliminate, aibeil relatively equally, all snowmobile outfitting enterprises (that
by NPS cstimates depend on snowmobile rentals (or 92% of their winter business), there is “no
significant cconomic impact.”

A mare careful consideration of the impacts of the proposed snowmaobile ban, such as the one
done recently by Montana’s Burcau of Business and Econonnic Rescarch, reveals the fellowing
about GY A community impacts. “About 332 million of the nonresident expenditures from
snowmabiling occur in West Yellowstone, Restricling ihe number of individuals in Yellowstone
Park may resull in a deciine of non-resident expenditures of berween 10 and 13 million dollars.
This decline assumes that some of the snowmobilers may be replaced by other winter vsers.
These expenditure gstimaics translate into losses of between 2 and 4 million dollars in labor
income. affecting winter employment opportunities in West Yellowstone; full-time johs may
become part-time and part-time jobs may cease to exist. As many as 150 jobs may be involved il
the National Park Service limits snowmeobiling in the Park.”

Further revelations concermning the sigaificance ol economic impacts that threaten the general
wellare ol the lour Yellowstone gateway comimunitics were presented at i January 26, 2002
public meeting convened by the L5, House of Representatives Committes on Small Business.
Testimony included that of snowmobile and snowmobile service suppliers in the cast, south, and
west Yellowsione galeway communilies.

Rabert Coc of east-gateway Pahaska TeePoe Reson provided testimony stating, “Elfects of a
snowmabile ban on my business at Pahaska would be catastrophic. Winter season accounts for
30%% of our yearly revenue.”

Robert Walker of south-gateway Flagg Ranch Resort provided similar testimony. “The
limitation and eventual climination of owr contractual authonsation to rent snowmobiles will
result In 2 substantial financial loss 1o Flagg Runch and will force us to close down during the
winter season. We have estimated that this will causc a reduction in our gross revenugs of 25%,
a reduciion in our gross income of 30%, and a reducton in our telal net incoms of 50%."

Most alarming was the testimony ol Clyde Seely of west-gateway Yellowstone Tour and Travel.
“1eurrently employ over 220 people. many with familics, Our payroll is in excess of $2.5 miliion
dollars. .. At Three Bear Lodge 52 % of our total annual revenue comes from three winter
months. We helieve that 2 ban on snowmobiles would cot our winter revenue by 60-70
pereent....” Mr. Seely also testified that based on his estimates of previous business, the
propesed 330 visitor per day cap “would (have} cquated) to an cconomic loss (1o the West
Yellowstone community) ol between S7 and $8.5 millicn during cach of the years from 1995 10
2001 (not accounting for muliplicr cffects).”

1t is incomprehensible that rational people would characterize these findings of economic impact
as “insignificant” rather than “devastating”. As I stated in the introduction to this comment, 1
have never withessed in an EIS process an agency-proposed redistribution of enlitlements that so
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mordinately burdens a single group of stakcholders.

Finally, and potentiaily of legal consequenice, NPS has arguably advanced its “envitonmentally
prelerred allernative™ thus far in the absence of its cost-bene it analysis requirements under the
National Envirommental Policy Act and Exccutive Order 12866 Regulatery Planning and
Review, Although NPS is not required by either law 1o select the alternative that “maximizes net
benefits”, it is required to exhaust every reasonable opportumty lo arrive at relative net benefit
cstimates for each alternative and provide a clear explanation of why. if applicable, it was not
sclected.

Is this forthcoming, or will the public only have the information from the currently availahle
analyses (hat compare enly (wo alternatives. ban or severcly limit snowmobile use in GYA?

3. Suggestions for Supplemental Analyscs

In the event that 1) net benelit estimates of respective FEIS and SEIS alternatives will be
generated, and 2) a new comprehensive community-level rather than county-level economic
mmpact study will be conducted as a part of a forthcoming [l cost-and-henetil analysis and
economic impact analysis. [ offer the following suggestions to the NPS for suppleinenting its
current analysis 10 those ends.

- Estimate benefits of Altcmative A from the FEIS along with the alternatives included in the
SEIS. Do so with projections of both snowmobile user expansion in the GY A and anticipated
snowmobiie technological advancements such as those deseribed n the Snowmuobile Challenge
ancedote preseated in section 2 of this comment.

Given recent disclosures regarding the data and analyses wiilized prior Lo this point, and given the
dramatic realiocatron of GY A winler use entitiements thal has resulted from this compromised
EIS process. it seems only reasonable that the ne-action alternative  the stariing point in this
negotiation process  be current snowmobile visitation and lechnology levels,

- Utilize obseived preference data o generate winter user benefits, first. Theo supplement with
survey <ata o account lor non-market values.

Exclusively querving visitors dircetly ahout how they value their tradeot!s between higher impact
park recreation and park conservation is unnccessary when observaiion data are readily available,
and i introduces greater inaccuracy.

Al fundament issue here 1s market equilibrivm and alleged market diseconomics, Indisputably,
in the coarsest terms, maxirmum nel benelils associated with the distribution of winter rights in
the GY A are consistent wilh current snowmobile and non-snowmobile winter-use visitalion. The
public has already expressed is collective preference for winter use in GYA. His for high and
growing levels of snowmobile vse.

Granted, a regulated niarket such as the market for winter uses in GY A that is being threatened
by a cealition of individuals willing io expend resources to alter it politically has alleged

measurable spiflover effects or externalitics. [n other words, it is acceptable, atheit disputable,
that the NPS intervene in the GY A winter use market that they regulate o atlemipt to €liminate
these diseconomies. It is not. however, acceptable for the NPS 10 manulacture a
regulaicd-market equilibrium with eniy survey data and procced to marginally redistribute user
rights in the name of maximizing nel benefits snd eliminating disceonomices. It is illogical und
arguably illegai.

- Conduct an independent comprehensive community-level ceonomic impact study for the four
galcway communities,

Ciiven the obvious uselessness of county-level input/outpur modeling 1o amive al an
understanding of redistribution resulting from this EIS process, and if as reported, the multiplier
utilized in the inpulfoutpuet medel 1s inappropriate in ils application to West Yellowstone, such an
analysis is clearly in order. As is the case in arriving at estimates i the cost-benefit analysis
process, eslimates of economic impact must be benchmarked from cwirent market indicators of
cconomic output and employment. Chapters 111 and TV ol the SEIS are filled with speculation
about the substitution of snowmaobile use by snowcoach visitors, speculation that is seemingly
Iranslated imto analytic stalements about mitigating impact effects. ‘There 1s no analytical
evidence presented that one single curvent or potential future snowmobile user will ever step oot
in a snowcoach in the GYA

Granted here as well, “some™ pumber of individuals almost certainly will. But it is incumbent
on NPS o estimate what numbcr that is in some analytical framework before making such
dramahc redistbutions among winter-use cutlitters™ cconomic entitlements. Truly
“insignificant economic impact™ is commensurate with current snowmobiic visitaiion. To pursue
a policy of redistribution ol this magnitwde under (he unsubstmtiated premise of “insignilicant™
impact is illogical and arguably illegal.

- In summary, consider the distribution of marginal costs and benefits in the issuance of the
November 2002 rule if the decision is made to choose amony lesser efficient alternatives, And
again, before cstimating any more marginal cost-hene it or econoniic impact figures, first retum
the margin to the more appropriate FEIS Alternative A,

T cvent that, given all of these considerations, the NPS elects to forego the development of a
new rule and thal 1) more accurate net henefil estimates of respective FELS and SEIS alternatives
will not be generated, and 2) a new coimprchensive commumity-level rather than county-level
cconomic impact study will not be conducted as a part of a new more comprchensive and
compeicnt cost-benefit analysis and economic impact analysis, [ olfer this observation to the
NPS.

A daily wse cap of 900 snowmobile visitors, as one propesal under Alternative 2 has it is a
significam compremise in use rights on the part of spowmobile and snowmobile service
supplicrs and consumers in the GY AL

Best available evidence suggests that concession by the GY A snewmebile communily o
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relinguish their historic and accroed winter use rights is a move away rom maximizing the
public's net benefits. Quite simply. ¥ cite current regulated-market conditions and the lack of
cvidence ol diseconomies presented by the NPS. As such, a visitation cap more stringent than
00 visitors is a measure consistent with further diminishing the public’s winter use benefits. It
too would be illogical and arguably tliegal.

Matthew O Burkhart To: grie_winler_usc_seis@nps.gov
<monoski@uwyo.edu>
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Auached are our commenis,

Kim and Jovee Childs

Yeliowstone Snowmachine vse Comments 3922 W 49th South
Idahe Falls. 1D
83402

We are seriously concerned about the severe impacts that two-cvele snewmachines have on Yellowstone
Park und other parks. We have visited Yellowslone in ail seasons for over 40 vears, We have visited at Jeast
four times per year in the last six years. Now our predoeminant use 1s carly spring as soon as the roads open
and Tate Tall just prior w (he reads closing, We visit the park o wateh all wildlitc and have a special inerest
in the wolves und grivzlics, We freguently make winter visits using the Mammolh-Cooke City road for
access. We hike, snowshoe, and cross countiy ski in addition to obscrving wildlife from our car. W avoid
the summer months due the serious problems with crowds.

W e our car lor wansportation and are primarily non-mechanized recreationists. We ski, hike, backpack,
mountain bike. rall and kavak., We are in our carly fiftics and had parents that backpacked. hiked, and skicd
into their 7075, We are against ofT-road mechanized recreation because of the environmental damage and
wildlife impacts we have persenally observed. We strongly support wildemess designations. | have a

cree in chemical engineering and work at the INEEL tn nuclear programs. My wife teaches
German, Freneh and Biology at the ligl school level.

naster’s de;

To be able to honestly asscss snoweoaches and snowmachines for relative impact and effectiveness for
access 1o the park in winter we have used both on a trial basis. Two years ago we rade a snowcoach fora
three day trp to Gld Faithful and back 1o West Yellowstone, plus a loop trip from Old Faithfel o West
Thurib-Lake-Canyon-Nerris-Madisen and back 1o Old Faithful, We were in an old Bombadier type
snoweoach, These old snowcoaches are neisy, smell like exhaust {instde and out). and miserable 1o see oui
of ‘They are a poor way te sce the park and should be removed from use. The major disadvantage we see
with ull snawceoaches is that they are inflexible to the desires of the individual passcogers. With up o 15
people in these vans there are always going to be many people wanting (o stop or go aid see or do different
things, On our trip we waited repeatedly for one person taking tripod photos and thus did not have encugh
tumne to see other sights and wiidlife. The modern vans with rubber tracks look like an acceptable way to see
the park and avord most ol the disadvantages of the old Bombadier tvpe showcoaches. Quiet modern
snowcoaches should be allowed to continue to seve park visitors. Modified vans to willh larger higher
windows and beuter delrost are desirable. Tinted windows are not desivable since they frequently hinder
viewing in the low light conditions encountered in winter. Passengers can wear sunglasscs when
needed.

During this snoweoach ip we suewshoed i the Old Faithful arca for several hours on two different days.
Buoth days we continually heard the annoying whine of snowmachines and smelled their exhaust when aver a
mile away from the developed area. This is unaceeptable and unnecessary,

This past winter we rented two dilTerent types of four-stroke snowmachines, one Arctic Cat and onc Polans.
This was a three day trip traveling the samg route as the previous year. Our neighbors who own new Polaris
two-stroke snowmachines were with us. We found the four-stroke machines have more than adequate power
to travel the park road syswem at the speed limits, The four-stroke machines are quicter than the two-strake
machings cven though they clearly excessively noisy. Even though we wore insulated visor helmets the
noise made our cars rany all mighl. Based on our experience. the four-stroke machines get about 40% betrer
milcage than the two-strake machines. The fowr-stroke machine emissions, based on smell alone, were
relatively unnoticeable compared Lo the two-stroke machines, You had ta stand right in the exhiaust for it to
be offensive. much like o compact car. On the lower loop we lellowed our neighbaors, alternating two and
four-stroke machines. swith roughly 300 yard spacing, We had moderate cross-winds and snowfall. The

nvo-stroke machine emissions arc absolutcly nauscating cven under these conditions and even il only onz is
upwind.

The entire town of West Yellowstone, was cavered in a blue cloud of exhaust when we started our trip at
naon, The noise ot hundreds of two-sivoke machines in town was deaflening. We can’t tmagine how people
can think this is fun and nol harmful. The atr was clearly polluted lar beyond healthy levels. We can now
undersiand why park emplovees have used respirators,

Snowmachines do, however, afford ideal sightseeing as you wravel in the park. You can stop almost
anywhere and see in any direction without rool-lines or other peaple blocking vour view. A snowmachine
would be an excellent way 1o access the park, IF AND ONLY IF, THEY ARE QUIET. CLEAN,
FOUR-STROKE MACHINES, A snowmachine can make 1t possible to lravel distances that would be
prohibitive on skis so that core arcas of the park can be accessed. Non-mechanized travel can then he used
o get Lo specilic park features that are ofT the paved road systen.

The current four-strake machines are not quict cnough.  Quicter machines are cssential for all visitors 1o
experionee e pazk as naturally as possible. Low emissions are essential Lo protect air quality. Even if air
quality is poor aniy near the roads with existing imachings, that is unacccptable because that is where all the
people are. Much of the wildlile near the roads is expesed as well. Lower emissions sheuld be a continuing
goal for any machines allowed in the park and standards should get skricter on a reasonable ime scale 10
allow wehnology to keep pace.

From our obscrvations the wildlifc is accustomed o the snowmachine and car tralTic, even at the existing
noise and pollution level. As long as snowmachine epcraiors are not reckless. the effeets on animais appear
no different than cars. You can’t arguce snowmachines should not be allowed because of wildlife impacts,
vel sl allow cars, withowt being grossly inconsistent. Specd limirs should be strictly enfloreed ad anyone
harassing wildlife should be severcly sanctioned. W saw no evidence of irresponsible snowmaching
aperation on Uhis year's trip and only one instance the previous veur,

We have reviewed the supplemental FIS and find it very difficult to draw desired comparative information
from it. Evcn with lengthy study it was dilficult o interpret. A large issuc n the EIS is the impact to
communities. The commupitics have henelited for years [rom an activity that was obviously damaging 1o
the park and buman heulth in the communilies, vel they did nothing to promote healthy change. Protecting
the park should be the priority and the communitics have no onc to blame but themselves if they sufler,
They need o change now 1o proiect the park lang term and this will ensure their long term future as wetl,

Our conclusions from our direct experiences the last two yvears {ollow:

1) Requiring guides is absolutely ignorant and unnecessary.  Guides should be available to those whe would
like them, but not be mandatory. People can fellow wrilten rules (even inexperienced people) and they
cun be enforced with adeguate funding. Do not require guides?

2) The existing two-stroke snowmachines are absolutely unaceeptable in the park due 10 excessive noise
and nauscating aiv pollution. Two-stroke saowmachines should be banned immediately!

3) The old Bombadicr snowcoaches are excessively notsy air polluters even though they create less per

capila than two-shroke snowmachines. They are virtually useless lor secing the park beeause you can't

sce out of them. The old Bombadice snowceoaches sheuld be eliminated immediarely!

Medern rubber tracked vans should he atlewed. enly on the existing paved road system, as is the

current policy.

4
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State of the urt four-stroke snewmachines should be allowed, enly on the existing paved road
system, once they are about an order of magnitude quicter than this pear’s models! Tncreasingly strict
emissions, mileage. and noisc standards should be applied over a reasonable time frame. One feature
nearly wll snowmachines lacked was a rack arrangement that allowed you 10 casily carry adequate
overnight and emcrgency gear plus cross-country skis or snowshocs.

Nunibers ol visitors should not be limited unless unbiased scieniific studies show significant impacts on
air quality, water guality, wildlife, aod the qualily of cach visitors park experience, Currently summer
visitors, in cars primarily, far out nwmber winter visitors s¢ you can't consistently argne winter use
should be limited.

If visitor numbers become excessive.an the future, a shottle system hke the one now vsed in Zion could
be a viable option w personal vehicles during peak periods. We have used the Zion system several times
since iU's inception and 1t is excellent. The large very high windows are ouistanding.

8) Existing speed lmits should be sinictly enforeed.

4y The park hudget should increase immediately by a factor of at lcast two.

103 The entrance {ees to the park are one of the world's wreatest bargmins. We buy ihe annual all-park pass
every yvear and feel wwilty paving se little for so much.

6
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Fay 29, 2002

Tlarning OFFice

“rard Teton Jational Fary
S0, Rowx 2

tfoose, Hvorines N1z

Tear Sir/ alane:

"Tor the JFenel it 7 U iovment of 4 Tapnla',

Sound familiar? “ayhe you have seen ihis writien samenlace--nerharns i1 was
on the arch at the north entrance to Yellowstone Yational Park (YNE),
was the reason YYP was ectabilished in the first Tlace.

We are writine hecansa we Are very interssied in the outenme of the Sucnlenental
mnvironmental Tmumact Statement (SWTZ) “or the Vinter !lse Tlan that covers
Te2llowstone Far, Mrand Teton Tark, and the Rockefeller iemorial “"ivhway, Cuvr
interest stems from the fact fhat we have heen visliing Vells
tha Dietow af 1093305 e tosically -o d
tone and atay at 12 Palthful,  Tror there we Lyt

skilng,

the gouth and north enterancse o “el L ipes and have staysd ad
a veays when time and monev s tal¢]
snomnoiline in Yellaustor s, revart to Trand Tebon Park--oo fy-ical
t nny e Tratl ot least arge & reaw, Cver time, we have skiel a Ta

tre atbe  trails in ATHF as well,

e rear the SRTS and find vou have =
2ace Lthe warks for the "henefit” o 4
arnled the "ernjoyrent” of “he =eonle,

anted a creat deal o ofTort to try
seorle,  Unfortunately this= elfovt
ow can this be?

If vou are a snowmeilew all orzoriurity for soontaneiiy has boeen removed
hecause now you have to plan your trip into the ark well in advance, You can
no loneer decide to check out the vark nnce you are ir the area, [oreove

you chonse to drive thwouzh the vark, you have to adhere Lo a strict s
to make sura you ¢an re-enter the park to met vack where you started when 1t is
tirme to 2o home, All of this assumes, of course, that cither Alternative 2 or
Alternative 7 is chosen,

If you are a snowcoach rider, the exverisnce is heing tramnled as well, The
social exverlence of ithe vide is the sellins feature of the snowcoach ride. In
all the wronosed plternatives, you are nromotinz the iattrack coach, In fact
Alternative 3 requires the Vatirack coach, Since * Mattrack coach is simply

a four wheel drive hishuay vehicle with cat tracks inserted in zlace of tires,
the suspension of the vehicle is set un for hizhway dynamics, not oversnow
dynamles, Moreover, the seating arrancement is alsa set up for hishway dynamies,
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Lirs Dickinson to Pla CGfe GTHP
Rer inter Tlse STIS

Fay 28, 2002

Page 2 of 3

This neans that everyone is lined un e bowling nins and the ride they ret is
a lot like riding in a smal) hcat in choony seas, On tov of that there are no
roof hatehes throust whinh one can take photos, All these thinzs detract from
the winter experisnce,

The traditional Bombardier cnowcoach has everyone sitting facing each nther, This
arrancement promotes social interaction and the sharine of exvnerience, also these
coaches were desiched for oversrow iravel, Consequently nassensers are nore
1ikely to met sleerny rather than sick, When the roads are in poor condition a
zood ecach Ariver can finessze a Joabvardlier throush the moruls and provide a
tolera®le ride, Ta the converted highway rigs, everyone is out of luck,

e also notice that in all the alterratives except Alternative 2, you »lan io
close the road beiween Flazp Ranch and Coulter 3ay, ‘hat do you nlan to do to
make this coach ride interesting? Tt is already a lonez horing ride, You say
this stretch only adds an hour to the triv, "hat about when the weather is bad
ard/or there are coach size drifts or slides and the coaches et stuck or have to
Zo slow? When you are on a sSnowmodile, you have to consentrate on drivins which
keeps your mind nore active and focussed. Coaches as you have stated travel slow,
The seatlns arrangement on the Fatirack vehicles detracts from soclal interaction,
This route has a dearth of thermal features and consequently animals, There are
only so many trees one can look at pefere te novelty wears off--especially if you
are from the eastern United States,

When one goes to YHP time is usually very limited, TIn the winter, the rate of
travel reverts bhack to what it was at the turh of the last century, This reans
that the quality of travel within the park becones a significant part of the
experience afforded by the vark in winter, DRach mode of travel offers a different
experience; each of which has benefits and drawbacks that apneal differsntliy to
different psomnle,

We realize the experiences we have enjoyed for the last IR years cannot be
sustained as they were withont detracting from the "benefit" of the people.
However, we belisve these experiences can with reascnable compromise be
avproximated in order to foster the "enjoyment" of the people, Your Alternative 2
does the hest job of fosterine the continued "enjoyment™ of the park by the most
nurker of weople, If the peneral public cannot ™enjoy" theiy nark, then what is
the "henefit" of the wark?

Cne of our concerns with Alternmative 2 is with the limitations in guantity of
snowmotilers--narticularly fror the west entrance, Our observation is that it is
the snowmobiler who {loods the restaurants, gift shoeps, warming huts and comprise
the majority of overnisht suests at Cld Faithful, The snowcoach pomwlace is

much smzller in comparison and they do not apmear to spend as much money, dhether
aryone likes it or not, it ta%es merey to supply the infrastructure that allows
anyone to "enjoy” the park--particularly in the winter, It would be a veal shame
if the money flow slows to the voint where the winter infrastructure carnot bte
firanced and the »ark's interior bhecomes off limite in winter to all hut a

select few who are Tit encugh and have encugh free iims to travel on foot,

Ltr: Hickinson to Fln Gfc STHP
Pe; Kinter fse S5EIS

lay 2R, 2002

Pare 3 of 3

3¢ while we arc not completely happy with all the fine neoints of thils alternative,
we £till favor Alternative 2 over the other alternatives put forward in the SETS
for winter use In Y¥P and OTHP, Ye urme you te research the options of improving
the epissions of the Borbardiers or molifying the corverted highway rigs so that
the social experionce and grality of ride presently afforded by the Somhaxier is
mot Jost, ¥We alse nuree you to add a provisa thet allous b har af
tndividually cmerated nversnow vehicles in ho ad usie solinticn
control techn v of Ltreza rekicles imovrove = ere it is todzy,

anorlanite Lo cemvent on ihis
nter age fzsues unfold

Sincerely,

, ﬁ%ﬁ?aﬂ)

”

?grdl Ivarson Dicﬁinso:

e T N

Jerry Dickinson
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May 14, 2002 Moy 15 2002

v

Suzanne Lewis, Superintendent, Yellowsionc National Park L

-y,

If, as we believe, a fixed number of snowmobiles is unilaterally forced on all parties we
all lose, especially the local cconomies. This number will likely be too low and the
transition oo fasl for logal economies to adapt. The National Park Scrvice loses by
having no mechanism to gradually Jower snowmobile numbers. The local economies
lose by having a sudden drop in visitation. Snowmobilers may have the only partial
victory, but numbers will be so small as to make access very difficult.

The solution we propose is only a theoretical model, and all numbers are subject to
adjusimeni, In this model snowmobile numbers arc reduced on a ratio that is based an a
corresponding increase in snowcoach visitation. This will protect local economies by
maintaining or increasing visitor numbers. IF this solution is adopted all parties can
believe there position will succeed. Snowmobilers who believe mass transit will never
work start wiih higher numbers. Environmental groups who believe in mass transit will
decrease and/or eliminate snowmobiles quickly if things unfold, as they believe. The
WNational Park Service will have a clean and quict Yellowstone in cither case.

The two parties that will have to work with each ather the most, the National Park
Service and the Local communities, will have a vested interest in making this solution
work. The National Park Service will have to make a new snowcoach a reality and help
promote mass transit in Yellowstone, The local business community will have 1o agree
to rent only four-stroke snowmobiles for use in Yellowstone and actively promote mass
transit to ensure their own spccess.

Tn order for this to work the snowmobile industry will have to certify certain madels of
snowmobiles at a 75 percent emission reduction as all the companies in the marine
industry de on their marine engines. This will be possible once the EPA cmissions
standard is adopted.

In conclusion, 2 model similar to this protects the local cconomy with a safety net
regardless of outcome of spowmobile verses snowcoach. The Naticnal Park Service’s
goal of mass transit can be achieved without harming local economies, and the Park’s
environment will be protecied and the visitors expericnce enhanced.

Dofiglas Edeerton ;
Fo 5 4. et AT

Jemry Johnson

D Sdabsrr PO, 405 L TFErow stoae m _
e Ay

Percent Total Total Snowcoach | Total
of Snowmobiles | Snowmobile Visitors [ Visitors
Historic Visitors
100% 400 500 80 580
90% 360 450 160 610
80% 320 400 300 700
70% 280 350 500 850
50% 200 250 750 1000
30% 120 150 1000 1150
10% 40 50 1250 1300
0% 0 0 1500 1500
Percent Total Total Snowcoach | Total
of Snowmobiles | Snowmobile Visitors | Visitors
Historic Visitors
100% 600 750 80 830
0% 540 675 160 835
80% 480 600 300 900
70% 420 525 500 1025
50% 300 375 750 1125
30% 180 225 1000 1225
10% 80 75 1250 1325
0% 0 0 1500 1500
Percent Total Total Snowcoach | Total
of Snowmobiles | Snowmohile Visitors | Visitors
Historic Visitors
100% 750 938 80 1018
90% 675 844 160 1004
80% 600 750 300 1050
70% 525 656 500 1156
50% 375 469 750 1218
30% 225 281 1000 1281
10% 75 94 1250 1344
0% 0 o] 1500 1500
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May 18, 2602

Nationai Park Service
Winter Use SEIS

PG BOX 352

Moose WY 83012

Dear Natienal Park Service:

The Winter Use SEIS of Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks is 2 delicate and fragile subject
Strong feeling from both sides with differing opinions have expressed their concerns. In all konesty, it is a
ng-win situation. One that 1 unfortunately feel will drag, itself cut for years. However, this will not prevent
me from expressing my comments on the sikzation and my choice of az alternative.

Being emploved by a concessioner iz Yellowstone National Park, i have been able to reach ey conclusion
after discussing the issue at hand with countless Park empl {NPS and < ions) and Park visitors,
The aver-riding consensus is that the Yellowstone/Grand Teton winter experience s such an amazing
experience. I truly believe that to travel in the Park in the winter is on¢ of the great encounters with winter
mother nature. For some folks, it is an experience of a lifetime

I do agree that changes need to occur. My background and university degree focus on automotive
management and repair. 1 have extensive exposure 1o emissions and sespective irmpacts on the surrounding
air quality. | will not argue the fact that two strokes are a significant polluter compared to its four stroke
counter-part. However, poliztion statistics from Yellowstone do not take into account the overail
emissions/air quality of the whole Yeliowstone area during the winter. Unforiunately, the figures
comsony provided are taken at bigh traffic areas at peak travei times like President’s day weekend, I
emissions testing occurred at lower traffic areas like Hayden Valley a: the same time, averages could be
ulilized This would even further strengthen the case that current emisgions do not exceed the recommend
EPA ailowance.

These emission figures can be significantly reduced by either the reduction of twa strokes or the
incorporatton of modemn technology. While the snowmobile manufaciurers have been fairly slow in
adapnng this technology, they are producing four strokes, which, over time, can meet or exceed 2010 EPA

i The strict emi; stangards that are enforced on today” s moders antomokiles did not occur
within one production year. Therefore, some patience for this technology to be made dependable and
adaptable is ta be required.

An analogy is that current federal taw prohibits twe stzoke motorcycles from operating on the sireet. The
main reason two strokes are not permitted on public highways is that they do not meet current federal
emassion and notse control. For 2 certain group of riders, two strokes are utilized iz off-road applications
but even that become more ciosely scrutinized in the next several years, which is why Yamaha has
developed 2 high performancs four-stroke dint bike. Basically, same power as a fwo stzoke without the
usual side effects (noise & higher poltutants). Yamaha has aow carried over this concep: to snowsmobiles
and they will join Arctic Cat and Polaris by offering four stroke units. In Yellowstone, one does not need a
high performance two stroke to visit the Park  Individuals who rent units are seeking a reliable forsm of
transportation o ged from point A to B on their schedule. They want to feel the Park through the openness
of a snowmobile, not in ap enclosed unit. The Yeliowstone experience will not be the same if yon are in an
enclosed vehicle nor if you are on someone efse’s schedule,

The original lawsuit focused on the grooming, of trails which was an easy corvidor for wildlife migration,
None of the aliernatives suggest the complete closure of the roads, which is the anly way to avotd
grooming, However, if the complete snowmobile occurs and only snowcoaches are allowed, grooming, will

have to increase even more. After speaking wuh several NPS groomers, they agree that g:roommg will
have to i 0 for the tated usage of b Since sno weigh
significantly more, these uniis have a greater impact oz the trails than do snowmobiles. Far example, the
grooves that are apparent on Interstais bighways ocour mainly from Jarge trucks, not automobiles. The
volume of snowmobites does have an impact on the trail conditions. However, one cannot overlook the
impact that an increase of snowesaches wili have on trail condilions, which could acteally cause an
increase in groomting. A daily cap on the amstount of t=affic, both with snowmobiles and snowooaches, wili
assist in controlting trail conditions.

Another concern is the stress on animals that snowiobiles cawse. The majority of stressors peint to foud
snowmachines. This could be from a snowcoach or snowmobile. Currently, the two stroke snowmobites
are the loudest and most common. However, the stress of wildlife will diminish with the implementation of
qulel.er urits, Snowmobile engines can be made to run as quiet as modern automobiles. An

iom and enft of a daity cap wali help te minimize contact with wildlife, which wall
reduoe stressful confrontations

In closing, 1 wonld like to see Aiternative 2 implemented as the winter use plan. While T feel that none of
the options are perfect, this option finds a middle ground with all parties. It will have a minor economic
impact on the gatewdy communities but it will not completely shut themt down. They wilt have to adapt
appropriately. 1 would like to see all rental agencies utilize four stroke units. 1am against baving a guide
sefvice becanse [ feel it weuld take away from: the Yellowstone experience but forcing individuals to net be
a3 adventuresome. They could just rely on the guide and would have to be on the guide/group schednle.

The management of Yellowstone is an ever-revolving challenge. New issues cause us to re-¢valuate how
things have been down for years. The complete ban of snowmokbules is a deciston that could have impacts
much deeper than just the winter. If snawmobiles are ¢o be banned, wha is to stop the opinion that all
modes of transportatior, including automobiles are also? That taight never kappen, but it is almost
guaranieed that someone will try it. Yellowstone was created for the benefit atid etjoyment of the people.
A ¢compromise is necessary to make sure that the "people’ can enjoy what has been set-aside for them, The
complete ban of snowmchiles wili take away from the experience and urfortunately, that will be fost
forever. The experience of seeing Yell on 2 saowmobile is irreplaceable. Please do uot iake away
an experience of a lifetime for some folks. By choosing Alternative 2, the Park and the experience cas be
saved for future generations.

S Bcgin
Jeff e;xgerich

PO BOX 801
Gardiner, MT 59030
406-848-9495
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Planning Office

Grand Teton and Yellowstone Natl Parks
PO Box 352

Moose, Wyoming 83012

Gentlemen,

I am writing to comment on your winter use plans for
Yellowstone and Grand Teton Parks, In my opinion, non of the
options you offer are acceptable. 1 am surprised that you
were able to come up with so few choices and believe this
shows your predisposition to discriminate against snow-
mobiles.

I have a number cof cbservations and questions as a result of
reading your report.

1. What do Chicagc toll rcad operators do to protect their
workers at toll booths? They are exposed to hundreds of
thousands cof cars and fumes daily yet I do not hear of
them wearing gas masks. What medifications could you make
to entry booth areas tec control fumes for workers. I have
been told your air intake for the booths is ir a very bad
location and that moving it would make much cleaner air
available to the booths. What about positive air pressure
for the booths? What abcout a system where you give
information at the Visitor Center and have some automatic
pass system to enter the Parks?

2. West Yellowsteone is going to bear the brunt of reduced
snowmobile use. I have seen a large amcunt cf investment
in that town with new motels and upgraded facilities. It
was a seedy little town just a few years age and the
winter season has enabled people to upgrade their
businesses. A reduction of evenr 5 to 10 percent in income
can be devestating for a small business, yet I belisve I
read you expect a 33% reduction. These businesses provide
valpable services to the park in that they relieve a lot
of pressure on park facilities. Extra rooms and restaurant
services enable meore people to visit the park which means
more revenue to the park. West Yellowstone is proebably
more dependent on tourism than any of the other gateway
communities. You dc¢ not have a right to destroy the
livlihcod of these people in an arbitrary menner.

3. Your own repcrt says that sound levels from snowmobiles
and snowcoaches are virtually the same so why are you
discriminating against the snowmobiles?

1c.

11.

Your report indicates that there are a number of advances
in technology which will make the snowmobiles cleaner as
wall as quieter. What is the rush tc eliminate them now?
It will be very disruptive to local economies and you may
have to reverse your decision down the road just a few
years.

I find it distressing that you would use public opinion
polls to make a decision of this nature. I thought you
were supposed to use science, not the opinions of people
who have no ideas of the complex issues involved.

It is also wrong to base you decision purely on the number
of pro and con comments. Is this an election? You should
be using comments to help get additional thinking and
perhaps better solutions to your problems. Public comment
may present scme fresh new ideas.

1 see a suggestion to allow an average number of snow-
mobiles into the park but this will result in the average
number being the highest number possible which will drive
down the number of people who can visit the park. Where
did this number come from? What will the number be when
snowmobile emmissions are reduced? Will more be allowed
then? Alsc, tourist businesses as well as many others
depend on a short “high season" to carry them through the
rest of the year. By limiting park entrance to average
numbers, they are denied ever having a high season.

We have enjoyed snowmobiling in the park ard find it is an
extraordinary way to visit and experience the fresh air,
wildlife and thermal features. This is the only place our
family snowmobiles. We have taken a snowcoach and it is a
very different experience...much like watching a sporting
event on TV rather than being there.

I notice alsc that snow ccaches are very fuel inefficient,
often getting less than 3 miles per gallon. One snow coach
is then equal to about eight cars.

what about emmissions from vehicles in the summer? Why
are they less objectionable? 1 know there are many more
vehicles in the summer including motor cycles, motor
homes, tour buses and trucks. Are you saying that they
contribute less than winter vehicles?

I am struck by the fact that less than one percent of the
park vigitors use snowshoes or skis. It seems that your
winter plans favor them over the huge majority of
visitors whe perfer other means cof transportation.

How is that fair? Also, why are you including cars in
your numbers when they cannot visit at the same time as
enowmebiles and snow coaches?
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12.

13.

Sincerely,

Your repcrt shows that elk and bison are not bothered
much by snowmobiles and cars and that they tend toc move
away from the road if they are uncomfortable. It also
says that the snow shoers and skiers cause them more
stress than the wvekicles. Also populations are steady or
increasing. 8o what is the fuss about the animals?

They are bothered less in the winter when visitor stay on
the groomed roadways. In the summer I have seen mobs of
pecple going far off the road to approach buffalo and
their calves. I think animals are pursued more in the
summer than the winter. People in winter stick to the
road and enjoy the animals from the road. The rangers are
the ones who come along and herd the buffale in the
winter. I do think it would be helpful to reguire a
little training for park visitor to help them know how to
respond when encountering buffalo on the roads. Many
people do not know how to respond in this situation,

I believe your report does not support limiting snow-
mobile use in the park. It is good to encourage cleaner
and guieter machines but it is wrong to ban them
altogether or to limit them to numbers which will not
sustain the gateway communities which are vital to the
park all year long.

77/\_% : A A

FrRank B. Opasz, PE.
CONSULTING CHEMICAL ENGINEER
4525 SQuaw GREEX ROAD
CaBPER, WY 82604
1207) 265-8393

M. Sicve Martin, Superiniendent April 7, 2002
Grand Teton National Park

P.O. Drawer 17¢

Moose WY 83012

Dear My, Mastin;
The core question implied in the March 29.2002 DSEIS, cnlilled Winter Use Plans, simply put is:

Is thero a place for snowmobiles in Yellowstone Park? As vou will see herein the answer is “Yes”, Of the
alternatives you offer alternative 2 is in the best interest of the owners of the Park - the public.

On onc hand, if the Park were to be 1ruly maintained “unimpaired™ it would be necessary to ban roads,
visilor centers, campgrounds, restrooms, and concessions. Is that the next step For someone’s insidicus
agenda? How long before advocating the fedure logical extension by clamoring for a ban on ail motorized
vehicles? Obviously, such simpie-minded btack and white policy woutd be contradictory. devotd of good
sense, and ndicutousty uncnforceable.

So, let us examine the arguments against sieds. Start with “ability to distupt wildlife.” Quantify
wintertime wildiife! Siart with the most prevalent: bison. They can be found mainly near the thermals of
Mary’s Bav and in the Hayden Vafley area. Do they panic & run away when steds come? NO! They plod
along & across the road in search of food. Oaly in winter can yon marvel at the wility of thesc powerful
shoutders as they swing the broad head like a clock pendulusm clearing snow away from the grourd for a
bitc of grasses. if one blocks your way on the groomed road you STOP, and wai! Snowrobile iails frefp
bison move to food

Coyotes: there are some surviving that escaped the wolves. They merely ook you over as they continue on
their huar for dinner. Birds: o» the open river there might sometimes be a dozen swans and some ducks.
The expanse of deep snow between you and the river maintains their zanguility. But you might see an
eagle perched in a snag cycballing them for a diniag repast. Now that's disropting!

Then there is Edpar Allen Poe's mystical favorite - the raven. But rather than be distusbed they seize on
Lhe sled as their dinner opportunity. Thesc smart Corves coax have leasmed have 16 unfasten the latched
pouches behing the sled seats and help themselves to the enclosed lunches. They act fast and are
diabolicaily pessistent. it's a fascinatiag wintertime pleasure to waich - even when it's your lunch!

How about disturbing the hundreds of bears? No way! They have aiready been aslcep for a¢ least a month
and far from the sled patis. What abowt those recently introduced killing machines - wolves. They are (oo
busy sracking their mynchics to the lower clevation elk and tivestack feeding grounds.

Emissions from combustion engines. One: report 5ays that they are 40 times greater than cars. bt would be
nscful to knew the basis: miles per gallon, miles traveled. and hours of operation? Let's take a worst case
for the cxercise. Omil busses and recreation velicles. Just look at cars and asseme 40:1. If there are
130,000slcds per year times 40 we have 7,200,000 anits of emissions for sleds which is 2.5 times greater
than the 3,000,000 emission unils from cars. An apparent techaical solution would be to restrict sleds 1o
those emikting 2.3 times less than the sled used is the 40:1 finding, However, this sicp is not nccessary if
planness factor in the clouds of choking summertime dust from the Park's perpetnal road construction and
add back the bus and RV exhausts. Then it's ao contest. Tntailion suggesis that steds can easily beat
vehicles in the eraissions comtest when roads, busses, and RV's are included. If the Park icaders are really

- ASPIRE TO EXCELLENCE -
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objective i this eriterion they should not delay an immediate ban on RVs and busses, 100, They could use
the additional arguments that they block cut the view and expel their errissions right inlo * ur car’s fresh
alr vent.

if thess bans prevail hew does the citizen - as one of the many cwaers of the Park- enjoy it in winter?
Caonsider alternative ways to enjoy the winter wonderland: ski, hike, snow coach, airplane. 1 have dore
these. Let me share ihe experiences.

Try snow coach. They have limited capacity but will get you snto the Park if vou are willing to put up
with being canned in a cold, noisy, josiling, bumid conaings exposed 10 human off gasses and basmidity,
The humidity results from the human life-long habit of breathing. Breath moisture condenses on the
inside of the coach windows resulting in frequent vigoraus wiping of the window, feading to heavier
breathing, resulting in... etc, Let me out!

Let's ski in. Beats hiking in the deep snow. Really wonderful, even magical - if you are iz great phystcal
condition and, beneficially, if vou are a student of avalanches, When 1 ¢id it T saw a black ink spol
moving suddenly akead of me. Squinting led that it was ired to the tail tip of a snow-white
ermine somewhat disturbed by my intrusion. 1 might have disturhed the wildlife. Or did it spook me - all
alone in the lodge poic forest? It’s an experience best concluded with a hot drink by the fireside sharing
clse-up encounters.

Let’s fly over the winter wonderiand® Tremendous panorama! Hard 40 see game. Bul it’s sad. Sad to sce
millions of bare, blackensd sentizels consrastimg the pare white snow as they starkdy jesufy 1o the
infamous “Let it Burn” policy for the 1988 fire. Our children and grandchildren wili never sce the Park
in the glory - summer or winter - as we knew it as a resull of that fiasco that destroved - definitely not
“maintained’ - half the Park. Thec “no sied * policy is simifaely myopically, mentally misguided.

Some majestically dismiss opposition 1o the sled ban as anti-environment. 1 can assufe you. from
experienee, that just one wister trip in Yellowstone will stimulate a deep respect for this cspecially
4wesame environment.

The report does make cne usefu! poini: there is a timit 1o the number of sleds por day. But what is the
meanageable limit. More than 1000, probabiv, & mavbe less than 33.000. Bul is i zero. none. zilch?
Surely we can think of a better policy 1o ¢nk AV I pl and eduocasion - and perhaps
gain a little more respect for the Park bureaucracy.

For gxampie. instead of depriving the owners of the Park (we, the people) from megmorable winier thrills
by plugging for a total ban, consider intclligent compromises:

¥Require that the highest emission sources either correct thesr problem or else be phased out over
a reasonable period of ime.

“Since neise is correlated with engine speed, enforce the 45-mph speed limit and off-trail
excursions vigorousiy, reguire effective mufflers. AND have Congress rescind diplomalic immeunity for
even the most esieemed vielators.

*Fust as acccplable limits bave becn established for grizzly bear mortality, set equivalent timits
for bison/human accidents in winter and correlate these data with (raffic. This starts a scientific way to set
reasonable daily traffic lsmits. Other covariant fzctors like weather can fing-tune the coreelation,

*Provide and designate new drails for skiers away from the groomed roads.

*Te farther improve an integrated winter experience when avalanches occur announce road
closures a¢ points 5¢-100 miles before the Park entrances so that prospective sledders caa adjust plans
sather than be turaed away at the Park gate.

*When poputarity of winter sledding overwhelms current food, fuel, and restroom services then
£0 16 an clectronic reservation system for 2 break-cvesn e,

*But cven better, of coursc, iet’s cxpand the facililics to disperse the traffic and it alieged

impacts. For example, for a few tens of miltions of current dollars, build Snow Lodge equivalents at
Canyon, West Fhumb, and Fishing Bridge. That way more ¢itizens can betier enjoy the pleasure and
thrills of their Park as 2 winter wonderland and, correspondingly, impacts are proporiionately
minimized.

Our world will be a better place as more and more citizens are exposed to Nature's wonders.
Banniag opportunities for suck appreciation stifles creativity and is too typically bureaucratic. Itisa
mentally lazy copout insiead of intelligent management,

Banning sleds from Yeilowstone Park (Abternatives 1a &1b) is not an acceplable policy. Allernative 2 is a
useful compromise.




